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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 9, 1 1 , and 1 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Alden(WO 2004/041541 A1 ) in view of Welschlau (US Patent 4,587,898) as 
evidenced by Spann, and further in view of Loffler(U.S. Patent 5,602,746) 

Alden discloses a method of printed corrugated board wherein pre-formed sheets 
of corrugated board are printed using an ink-jet printer, and cut in accordance with the 
printed design. (Abstract; Pg. 2, II. 26-27) The reference does not disclose this process 
being part of in-line formation the corrugated web. Welschlau discloses forming a 
corrugated board by printing on a continuous web, joining the web with a corrugated 
web, and cutting the formed corrugated product.(Figure 1 ; Col. 6, II. 4-12) It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
make the process of Alden inline wherein the corrugated board is formed and then 
printed and cut since Welschlau discloses forming and cutting a corrugated web in an 
inline process and since this would allow continuous formation of the product. While 
Alden does not disclose the printer is a digital printer, Spann is cited to show that an ink 
jet printer is considered a digital dot matrix printer.(Col. 1, II. 13-15) Thus the ink jet 
printer of Alden is considered a digital printing process. 
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The references cited above do not disclose a method to determine the shrinkage 
of the corrugated board or a method of determining scaling factors. Loeffler discloses 
printing on a sheet whose outer dimensions can change due to drying or dampening. 
The references discloses using sensors to determine the locations of marks on the 
paper to determine the amount of change in the outer dimensions and to compensate 
for this change when making the printing form. (Col. 2, II. 3-6; Col. 3, II. 48-57; Col. 4, II. 
48-53) The reference does not clearly disclose how this compensation occurs, but one 
in the art would appreciate that compensating for the change in size of the printed 
image would require changing the size of the printing. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to determine the 
shrinkage or expansion of the corrugated board by placing marks on the board and 
measuring their spacing downstream using a sensor to determine the change in the 
image size to modify the printing size upstream so that the final image is the desired 
size since Loeffler discloses using marks to determine the amount of shrinkage or 
growth in the web so that the image can be altered to compensate for changes in the 
size of the printed image. (Col. 2, II. 3-6; Col. 3, II. 48-57; Col. 4, II. 48-53) 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Alden discloses printing after forming the corrugated web. 

Regarding claim 12, Loeffler discloses marking can be used in the direction of 
the length and width of the web. (Col. 4, II. 52-56) One in the art would appreciate that 
the marking could be in any direction and that placing the marks parallel and 
perpendicular to the web movement would have been obvious since these are the 
obvious places to place such marks. 
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Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 6/23/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding applicant's argument that Alden does not disclose a device for making 
a corrugated web, examiner agrees. Examiner has not suggested that Alden discloses 
a method of making a corrugated web. Welschlau is used to show a conventional 
device for forming corrugated web. 

Regarding applicant's argument that Alden does not teach a corrugated web at 
all, but only precut corrugated board, since corrugated board is made from cutting 
corrugated web into pieces, examiner does not understand the basis of applicant's 
argument. Examiner hopes applicant is not suggesting that one in the art would not 
understand how a corrugated web could be cut to make individual corrugated boards. 
Clearly, the corrugated board in Alden came from a corrugated web which was cut into 
pieces since the extremely well-known and conventional method of forming corrugated 
board is a continuous process. 

Regarding applicant's argument that Alden does not disclose or recognize any 
problem with shrinkage, the fact that a reference does not recognize a problem that is 
recognized elsewhere does not mean that an invention is patentable. 

Regarding applicant's argument that Welschlau does not address the concept of 
scaling factors, Loeffler suggests the modification of the printing based on changes to 
the paper dimensions. 
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Regarding applicant's argument that Welschlau does not disclose digital printing, 
Alden does. 

Regarding applicant's argument that Welschlau contains printing forms, etc., 
Welschlau is cited to show it is known to form corrugated board and print on it, thus 
suggesting making the corrugated board in Alden and printing on it, not taking the 
process of Welschlau wholesale into Alden. 

Regarding applicant's argument that there is no need to form the board in-line in 
Alden, the question is not whether there is any need, it is whether it would have been 
obvious. Batch and continuous processes are well-known alternatives in the art, so 
well-known the differences between them are taught in college. Substitution of one 
known process, printing on separate pieces, for another, printing on the continuous 
web, are known alternatives to one another. 

Regarding applicant's argument that there is no teaching as to how to use digital 
printing on a continuous process, printing in an in-line process would appear to quite 
obvious since conventional printers associated with computer are digital printers and 
can print continuously, i.e. banners. Applicant has shown no evidence that one in the 
art would not known how to use a digital printer in a continuous process. 

Regarding applicant's argument that examiner is replacing the digital printer of 
Alden with the rotary printer of Welschlau, examiner is using Welschlau to show it is 
known to form corrugated board and print on it, thus suggesting making the corrugated 
board in Alden and printing on it, not taking the process of Welschlau wholesale into 
Alden. 



Application/Control Number: 10/805,337 Page 6 

Art Unit: 1791 

Regarding applicant's argument that using the concept of unroll stands and a 
corrugated board making apparatus from Welschlau is taking the process wholesale 
into Alden, examiner is taking the concept of a continuous process of making 
corrugated web and printing on it from Welschlau and modifying Alden to do the same. 
Clearly since Alden does not disclose this corrugated board making apparatus, the 
device used would be used in Alden as it is an obvious choice for the device since it 
already shows a device capable of forming a corrugated board and using it in a printing 
process. 

Regarding applicant's argument that Alden does not use a heater so there would 
be no shrinkage, applicant's claim does not require a heater, only that a change in size 
of the image can occur from one step to the next. This can be due to humidity in the 
room, expansion of the faceboard due to the ink, stretching of the board as it passes 
through the process as well as the use of a heater and all of these could cause a 
change in the image size between one step and the next. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BARBARA J. MUSSER whose telephone number is 
(571)272-1222. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday; alternate 
Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on (571)-272-1226. The fax phone 



Application/Control Number: 10/805,337 Page 7 

Art Unit: 1791 

number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

BJM 

/B.J. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



/Justin R Fischer/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



